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

 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Then,” noting a switch in the drama from one actor to another.  With this we have the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and noun ARCHIEREUS, meaning “the high priests.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine plural aorist active participle of the verb LAMBANW, which means “to take.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the high priests produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle with the action being performed prior to the action of the main verb.  This is normally translated “after taking.”

Next we have the accusative direct object from the neuter plural article and noun ARGURION, meaning “the silver-pieces” or “silver-coins.”  This is followed by the third person plural aorist active indicative of the verb EIPON, which means “to say: said.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the high priests produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

“Then the high priests, after taking the silver-pieces, said,”
 is the negative adverb OUK, meaning “not” plus the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EXESTIN, which means “to be possible, right, authorized, permitted, or proper.


The present tense is a static present for a state or condition that perpetually exists.


The active voice indicates that the situation of not being permitted by law to put the money in the temple treasury produces the state of being what it is.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Then we have the aorist active infinitive of the verb BALLW, which means “to throw; to cast; to put.”


The aorist tense is a constative aorist, which views the action in its entirety.


The active voice indicates that no one is permitted to produce the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive.

Next we have the accusative direct object from the third person neuter plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “them.”  This is followed by the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the masculine singular article and noun KORBANAS, which means “into the temple treasury.”

“‘It is not permitted to put them into the temple treasury,”
 is the conjunction EPEI, which means “since,” followed by the predicate nominative from the feminine singular noun TIMĒ, meaning “the price” plus the genitive of price from the neuter singular noun HAIMA, meaning “of blood” or “the money paid for a bloody deed; blood money Mt 27:6.”
  Finally, we have the third person singular present active indicative of the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: it is.”


The present tense is a static present for a state or condition that perpetually exists.


The active voice indicates that the thirty silver coins produce the state of being the price of blood.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

“since it is the price of blood.’”
Mt 27:6 corrected translation

“Then the high priests, after taking the silver-pieces, said, ‘It is not permitted to put them into the temple treasury, since it is the price of blood.’”
Explanation:
1.  “Then the high priests, after taking the silver-pieces, said,”

a.  The scene switches from Judas’ death to the actions of the high priests (Annas and Caiaphas).  They pronounced a quick judgment on what should be done with the money thrown into the Holy Place.


b.  The first thing they did was collect the money (which was probably still in a pouch rather than scattered all over the floor).  The leaders didn’t want the money wasted, so they made sure it was collected before they decided what to do with it.  Once they had the money secured, they pronounced their decision.

2.  “‘It is not permitted to put them into the temple treasury,”

a.  Some commentators cite Dt 23:18  as the ‘law’ behind this statement, “You shall not bring the hire of a harlot or the wages of a sodomite into the house of the Lord your God for any votive offering; for both of these are an abomination to the Lord your God.”  However, this passage has nothing to do with ‘blood money’.  Therefore, the ‘law’ was one of the Jews additional ‘laws’ they created to protect ‘the Mosaic Law’.  It was an additional law like the law of Korban.


b.  This ‘law’ stated that it was not authorized, permitted, right, or proper to put money into the temple treasury that was paid to have someone killed.  The leaders of Israel had paid Judas to have Jesus killed, but Judas didn’t realize that until it was too late.  Once he realized that what he had was ‘blood money’, he wanted nothing to do with it.  The leaders of Israel were not going to let the money go to waste, but they also couldn’t permit it to be deposited in the temple treasury (bank).  The money was considered to have been used for a criminal activity.  Therefore, the money was defiled and could have nothing to do with the temple funds.

3.  “since it is the price of blood.’”

a.  The reason is then given by Matthew for why the Jewish leaders couldn’t just ‘pocket’ the money.  The money was the price paid for the murder of a person.  Therefore, the money was defiled.  It was not ‘holy’ and could not be ‘consecrated’ or made holy by any act by the Levitical priesthood.


b.  Therefore, being criminal money or the money used to pay for a crime, that money could not be associated with the temple in any way.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The Law would not permit the use of this kind of tainted money for temple purposes (Dt 23:18) [This passage says nothing about ‘the price of blood’].  The leaders were careful to observe the Law even while they were guilty of breaking it.”


b.  “The religious leaders did not feel the money should be put into the temple coffers since it was blood money, money paid to bring about a man’s death.  Yet they had had no scruples about giving it out in the first place.”
  Another demonstration of their hypocrisy.


c.  “The price Judas had been paid precisely fulfilled the prophecy of Zech 11:12, which these leaders selectively chose to ignore, and yet, ironically, could remember the details of Dt 23:18 which prohibits the donation of blood money to the temple.”
  Actually the passage does not support this conclusion.


d.  “The high priests remain preoccupied with the letter of the law while oblivious to its spirit.  They prove totally insensitive to Judas’s desperate state of mind, while still concerned with the finer points of their oral traditions about the use of his money.  From their perspective ‘blood money’ refers to Judas’s betrayal of Jesus.  For Matthew it will double as an allusion to Judas’s death as well [that is speculation, not fact].  The temple officials refuse to keep the money because it is ritually impure,”


e.  “The hurling of the money into the temple presented the religious leaders with a problem.  They gathered up the coins but immediately realized that they could not put them into the temple treasury.  Judas’s words had made it clear that this was the money they had paid to get him to betray Jesus and not some other money that he had come by in some lawful and honest fashion.  They regard it as not lawful and explain that these coins are blood money.  Since they were the price paid to secure a death, it was not right that it should be put into a treasury dedicated to holy uses.  It is not without its interest that apparently they had not scrupled to take the money out of the temple treasury to bring about Jesus’ death, but they now had tender consciences about putting it back!  To them it was no crime to use it to bring about a death, but it was a crime to put it into their treasury when it had been used for the purpose for which they expended it.”
  The last two sentences are a great commentary!  But this commentator got the idea from Lenski, who first proposed this.
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